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Abstract
Beginning in the late 1940s, concerns arose about the enlarging scope of the
industrial American food system. Subsequent analysis revealed a continuing
pattern of expansion throughout the 1970s and 1980s. A countermovement
developed with the aim of altering food production and distribution to create
more regionalized food systems. Eventually, individual states came to create
their own marketing programs to promote locally grown foods. Private interests
also developed initiatives to promote eating locally. By 2007, the term coined to
describe one who strives to eat local foods, “locavore,” had become New Oxford
Dictionary’s Word of the Year. The states’ efforts are compared here with those
of a private interest to determine whether the various campaigns create symbolic
convergence and present a cohesive message. This thesis examines the
campaigns using Ernest Bormann’s symbolic convergence theory and its critical
method, fantasy‐theme analysis, to deconstruct the narratives laid out in the
promotions. It presents examples of the impact such campaigns can have on
regional economies, and studies the messages and media of the campaigns.
Interviews with program managers in three states create case studies that
provide further insights into the rhetorical dimensions of those campaigns.
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Farming looks mighty easy when your plow is a pencil
and you’re a thousand miles from the corn field.
— U.S. President Dwight D. Eisenhower,
September 11, 1956

Introduction
Food is a source of life, but what is the source of food? The obvious answer is
“the earth and its creatures”; however, in a global framework, the issue becomes
more complicated. The rise of the agro‐industrial complex, along with increased
attention to issues such as fuel supplies, climate change, and the fading fabric of
rural society, bore a movement to return to more regionalized economies. One
facet of that movement involves food systems.
Promotion of locally grown foods occurs in many places and manners,
including programs created and maintained by state governments. The purpose
of this study is to analyze the central messages, motives, media, and impacts of
locally grown food (LGF) promotions using Ernest Bormann’s fantasy‐theme
analysis with the goal of providing insights into potential rhetorical directions
for future campaigns.
In this study, state‐sponsored LGF campaigns were analyzed based on the
content available on their websites. In addition, interviews were conducted with
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the California, New York, and South Carolina program leaders to further explore
the rhetorical dimensions of those campaigns. The website of the nonprofit
group FoodRoutes Network is used for comparison with the government‐run
promotional efforts, and three collaborative online environments that invite
public debate (reason.com, slashfood.com, and treehugger.com) are referenced in
order to deepen insight on public sentiment regarding the movement.
State LGF campaigns are an outgrowth of federal marketing orders
enacted in the 1930s that led eventually to state product branding programs
(Patterson, 2006). All but seven states currently maintain such programs. Alaska,
New Jersey, Ohio, Minnesota, and Wisconsin have the oldest programs, dating to
the 1980s. States lacking LGF programs are Indiana, Kansas, Nevada, New
Hampshire, and Wyoming. Hawaii’s Island Fresh program is being transferred
at the time of this writing to the auspices of FoodRoutes’ Buy Fresh, Buy Local
campaign. Montana formerly maintained an initiative — Montana’s Choice —
but it was turned over to private interests in 2005, and is now titled Grown in
Montana.
Studies of such promotions have generally concluded that quality is an
important component of fetching a premium for locally grown produce, and that
marketing should highlight specific product attributes (Loureiro and Hine, 2002;
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McCluskey and Loureiro, 2003). Research has not, however, evaluated rhetorical
effectiveness of the messages, and such research would provide important
insight into the best ways in which to approach the issue.
The following research questions guide the analysis of selected locally
grown food campaigns:







When governments engage in marketing and promoting regional
agriculture, what rhetorical strategies do those promotions characterize?
What rhetorical appeals do departments of agriculture use to raise
awareness of local products?
What messages do they hope the public will take away from their
campaigns?
On what bases did they decide to craft their primary messages?
How are they judging the effectiveness of their campaign messages?
Do the central messages of the states’ campaigns align with the overall
goals of the social movement to strengthen local and regional food
systems?
Chapter 1 provides background on the movement toward localized food

systems and reports economic impacts of some campaigns. Chapter 2 discusses
symbolic convergence theory and related literature. Chapter 3 presents analysis
of themes that emerge from the rhetoric of the campaigns and provides insight
into public attitudes toward the movement via the aforementioned collaborative
online environments. The thesis concludes with Chapter 4, which offers
observations and recommendations and examines the Vermont campaign model.
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Chapter 1: Agriculture in America
The structure of the American agricultural distribution system has been of
concern since at least 1947, when anthropological studies by Walter
Goldschmidt, published in his work As You Sow, exhibited the potential threats
industrialized agriculture imposed upon quality of life (McKain, 1947). Despite
Goldschmidt’s effort at social reform, corporate agribusiness continued to
expand.
U.S. Secretary of Agriculture Bob Bergland attempted to revive
Goldschmidt’s cause in 1981 with a commissioned study of the industry’s
structure. The resulting report, A Time to Choose, reiterated Goldschmidt’s
admonition on the perils of Big Agriculture: “unless present policies and
programs are changed so that they counter, instead of reinforce or accelerate the
trends towards ever‐larger farming operations, the result will be a few large
farms controlling food production in only a few years”(USDA, 1998). U.S. farm
policy, however, continued to favor large‐scale operations via tax and labor laws
and commodity controls.
In 1997, Secretary of Agriculture Dan Glickman commissioned a follow‐
up report, conducted by the 30‐member National Commission on Small Farms.
The results supported Goldschmidt’s and Bergland’s position: Between 1979 and
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1998, roughly 300,000 American farms ceased operation, and farmers were
receiving 13% less of every consumer dollar spent. Power and money in
agriculture continued to concentrate. By 1988, four companies controlled 80% of
U.S. beef production (USDA, 1998).
Glickman’s report, A Time to Act, published in 1998, bemoaned the state of
affairs and noted that between 1910 and 1990, farmers’ share of the agriculture
economy fell from 21% to just 5% (USDA, 1998). While the rise of corporate
agriculture brought forth certain benefits, such as inexpensive and plentiful food,
improved transport systems, profitable chemical and related industries, and
increased exports, there were drawbacks as well. With production and profits
concentrated in a few powerful firms that dominated food and fiber output in an
increasingly global market, American food consumers — and the planet —
suffered. The nation witnessed economic woes for small farms, environmental
degradation, standardization, lack of selection, and lack of quality foods for
many consumers, Gail Feenstra contends in “Creating Space for Sustainable Food
Systems” (2002). A sociological dimension of the problem finds declining
relationships and interaction in rural communities, too (Feenstra, 2002).
The situation has gouged a huge chasm between food production and
food consumption. As Belliveau (2005) notes in Resisting Global, Buying Local:
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Goldschmidt Revisited, by the year 2000, food traveled, on average, 2,000 miles and
was handled 33 times between farm and table. The current system has also
contributed, experts believe, to a global state of unsustainable production,
uneven development, poverty, and malnutrition leading to obesity and heart
disease, among other problems (GreenFacts, 2008).
Direct contact with farmers creates ties that instill interest within the
consumer about where food comes from and how it is produced. Buying from a
big‐name grocery chain fails to cultivate the same interest, which affects sales
figures for local producers. Suppose, for instance, that the Girl Scouts of America
had marketed and sold cookies only through its national headquarters, rather
than engaging the entrepreneurial nature of thousands of young girls across the
country; sales surely would have lagged, despite Americans’ love of the Thin
Mint™.
The move toward sustainability
Sustainability is generally defined as a “characteristic or state whereby the needs
of the present and local population can be met without compromising the ability
of future generations or populations in other locations to meet their needs”
(GreenFacts, 2008). In light of warnings about the future direction of food
systems, and later spurred on by foreign oil embargoes and increasing awareness
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of the impact of pesticides, in the late 1960s and early 1970s a movement
developed to rejuvenate rural societies and regional economies through the
promotion and consumption of local foods (Harwood, 1990).
Nicky Perlas, Nancy Herzberg, Thomas Fricke, Stuart Hill, and Terry
Gips, each an industry expert, created in 1983 the International Alliance for
Sustainable Agriculture 1 , which by 1992 had helped persuade 170 countries
attending the United Nations Earth Summit to adopt sustainable agriculture as a
goal (Alliance for Sustainability, 2000). The national Sustainable Agriculture
Research and Education (SARE) program was founded in 1988 and is supported
by the U.S. Department of Agriculture through a series of regional centers. The
initiative helps fund programs advancing community food systems, defined as
“a collaborative effort to build more locally based, self‐reliant food economies —
one in which sustainable food production, processing, distribution, and
consumption are integrated to enhance the economic, environmental, and social
health of a particular place” (Feenstra, 2002). 2
One element of the local‐foods movement involves direct marketing,
meaning the agricultural producer selling his or her products directly to
consumers or institutions, bypassing entities in between who otherwise would
take a cut. Direct marketing allows more profit to go to the producer and more
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revenue to stay within the local economy (Gale, 1997). Direct markets take many
forms, including roadside stands, farmers’ markets, community‐supported
agriculture (CSA) networks, tailgate operations, and Internet sales.
Direct marketing is often promoted as a rural development tool (Gale,
1997). It is a tool of retail marketing in which a primary message is “buy locally,”
and a primary motive is to keep revenues within the local economy, benefiting
the people who produce the food. Sometimes labeled “alternative agriculture” or
“sustainable agricultural development,” the movement seeks to reduce the
economic scale of food systems and strengthen community partnerships while
freeing farmers from corporate control and promoting sustainable farming (Gale,
1997).
Promoting sustainable agriculture has become a main tenet of U.S. farm
policy, as well as international agricultural policy advanced through the United
Nations Food and Agriculture Organization (FAO). With the June 22 passage of
the 2008 Farm Bill (the Food, Conservation, and Energy Act of 2008), the United
States is assured that sustainable agricultural practices will continue to be
promoted for several more years. Elements of the 2008 Farm Bill affecting
sustainable agricultural practices include provisions for statewide “buy locally
grown” campaigns.
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The alternative: private promotions
Certain private groups exist to promote regional/seasonal food consumption,
chief among them the
FoodRoutes Network.
Source: www.foodroutes.org

FoodRoutes (pronounced
“food‐roots”) formed in 1997 to promote sustainable agriculture and positions
itself as “a national player able to provide technical assistance in the form of
strategic communications development and analysis and network facilitation”
(Maye, Holloway, and Kneafsey, 2007). Working to extend the model of an
earlier effort called Community Involved in Sustaining Agriculture (CISA) that
engaged farmers and consumers, FoodRoutes petitioned groups across the
country to engage in a learning community to develop their own “buy local”
campaigns. The group counts 62 individual campaigns as of this writing,
covering 27 states.
Other national groups such as American Farmland Trust and
LocalHarvest also address food‐systems issues, and the international Slow Food
movement encourages mindful eating 3 ; nevertheless, FoodRoutes was chosen for
this study because of its similarity in structure to the state campaigns as an
information clearinghouse and source of marketing assistance.
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Results of LGF initiatives
Within the United States, research shows that state‐sponsored marketing
programs positively impact regional economies. Hanagriff, Kelley, Beverly, and
Murphy (2007) report that the Texas Wine Marketing Assistance Program
(TWMAP), created in 2001, led to increased sales at 97% of participating wineries
by 2004, with an economic impact of $6 million. Return on investment for the
program rose by 470% from 2003 to 2004.
In New Jersey (Jersey Fresh), analysis shows that through the 2000
promotion year, every $1 in Jersey Fresh expenditures increased the state’s
agricultural fruit‐and‐vegetable sector revenues by an average of $31.54
(measured in 2003 dollars) (Govindasamy, Schilling, Sullivan, Turvey, Logan,
Brown, and Puduri, 2004). Additionally, researchers estimate that Jersey Fresh
resulted in an additional $22.95 in revenue in other industries through indirect
and induced activity for each dollar of Jersey Fresh expenditure. Thus, for every
$1 in Jersey Fresh expenditures through 2000, total New Jersey economic output
increased by $54.49, which translates to $36.6 million in sales for produce
growers and $63.2 million in total economic activity for New Jersey in 2000 based
on the $1.16 million Jersey Fresh campaign. Economists would deem that a
massive ROI.
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During 2003, which saw the launch of Michigan’s initiative, Select
Michigan, in the Grand Rapids market, the campaign resulted in a sales increase
of 111% (Che 2006). The following year, the program expanded to include the
Detroit area, and the dollar increase for promoted products at partnering
retailers was 8.6%, with an additional 18.9% increase in unit sales between 2003
and 2004. U.S. Department of Agriculture data show a 2% decline in dollars for
those same Michigan commodities as a whole between 2003 and 2004. Forty‐one
percent of member growers received price premiums and sold more products as
a result of the Select Michigan initiative (Michigan Department of Agriculture,
2001‐08). From 2001 to 2005, reports show marketing programs conducted by the
Florida Department of Agriculture and Consumer Services (Fresh from Florida)
increased sales of Florida‐grown products by more than $1 billion. Fresh From
Florida is extensive in both content and media, including a sponsored racecar. 4 In
addition, Florida retailers provided $19.4 million in free advertising to promote
the Fresh from Florida logo and Florida‐grown products (Florida Department of
Agriculture and Consumer Services, 2004‐2007).
Why care?: A place for “place” in environmental rhetoric
The public’s escalating concern for environmental issues, along with the
development of the “green‐collar” environmental job sector, which focuses on
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careers that help the envitonment in some way, direct the attention of
professional communicators. N.W. Coppola (1997), in her article “Rhetorical
Analysis of Stakeholders in Environmental Communication: A Model,”
advocates research dedicated to environmental communication, with the goal of
influencing environmentally conscious behavior by shaping messages that
interact with an audience’s attitude and knowledge. She recalls the work of M.
Jimmie Killingsworth and Jacqueline Palmer in the 1992 book Ecospeak, in which
the authors state that environmental communication had reduced public debate
about the natural world to a nonproductive binary. The authors also suggested
that those interested in environmental or conservationist concerns “have been
unable to create strong communicative links with the mass public, links that
would support a strong power base for reformative actions” (p. 7).
Killingsworth responded to Coppola’s suggestion in From Environmental
Rhetoric to Ecocomposition and Ecopoetics (2005), agreeing that professional
communicators, in research, pedagogy, and practice, should revive programs of
environmental studies with an eye toward a sense of place: “The virtual and the
global, despite promotional claims to the contrary,” he notes, “never entirely slip
free of the real and the local” (p. 360). Arguing that computers tend to obfuscate
the significance of place in current discourse, Killingsworth points to the
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component of environmental ethics that connects human activity to local
ecologies and connects regions “through the media of air, water, and land.
Should we not add these natural media to the media studies that focus all but
exclusively on oral, print, and electronic media?” (p. 371).
With universities offering environmental communications emphases
(Environmental Communication Network, 2000‐2008) and with focus on food
policy sharpening within government, “passionate and educated communicators
will be needed to help consumers understand how public policy decisions about
agriculture affect the environment, the nation’s economy and food sources,”
according to the American Farm Bureau (2009). The bureau points out that
agriculture “is no longer a world limited to cows, plows, and sows,” and the
expansion in scope requires “the many facets of agriculture to be presented
accurately by the media and in educational settings. … This all points to the need
for agriculture, as an industry, to continue its investment in professional
communicators” (American Farm Bureau, 2009). Clearly, environmentalism and
professional communication have reciprocal benefits to offer.
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Chapter 2: Methodology
Symbolic convergence communication theory, developed by Ernest Bormann in
the early 1970s, “provides a system for making systematic explanations of a
variety of human communication within the general approach of the narrative
paradigms” (Bormann, 1985b, p. 136). In developing the theory, Bormann
recognized that “human beings are social storytellers who share fantasies and
thus build group consciousness and create social realities” (p.136).
This theory serves to explicate the overarching vision of the state LGF
campaigns so that it may be compared with the goals of the overall social
movement toward more regionalized food systems. In addition to discussion of
the method, this chapter also explains the rationale behind the selection of the
three interviewed state campaign managers, the private campaign, and three
online environments examined.
Theory premises and applications
The term “fantasy” in symbolic convergence theory (SCT) is a technical term and
is not used to refer to something imaginary or unreal. Instead, “fantasy” refers to
“the creative and imaginative interpretation of events that fulfills a psychological
or rhetorical need” (Bormann, 1985a, p. 5). Recurring narratives spark fantasy
chains, or shared narratives, Bormann says, based on the content of the
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dramatizing message, or the fantasy theme. Bormann, building upon social
psychologist Robert Bales’ work in the area of group fantasizing, states that
“dramatizing communication creates social reality for groups” (1972, p. 396) and
that examining fantasy themes that develop in communication reveals insights
into the meanings behind the messages that form a group’s rhetorical vision.
SCT derives from the notion that symbols do not represent an abstract
reality, but rather help people form (construct) reality based on their
interpretations and through intuition and the sharing of stories. Within the
narratives that develop, people come to comprehend situations in a dramatistic
fashion, as conceived of by rhetorician Kenneth Burke, based on players with
definable traits and motives who decide and act upon various elements in certain
places to affect the plot of the particular narrative. Thus, such analyses examine
elements of setting, characters, and action.
If “fantasy” refers to interpretation of events, then “fantasy themes” are
“the verbal or nonverbal means through which a particular interpretation of
reality appears (i.e., a word, phrase, statement, or image)” (Garner, Sterk, and
Adams, 1998, p. 62.). Fantasy themes deal not with the here‐and‐now, but with
impressions of the past, visions of the future, or perhaps events removed from a
group by space. The narrative of the LGF movement is thus analyzed here in
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terms of settings, characters, and actions.
Fantasy‐theme analysis has been applied to many forms of
communication, including Puritanical sermons (Bormann, 1972),
communications from the Nixon administration (Bormann and Porter, 1976),
print media coverage of the John Hinckley Jr. trial (Sharf, 1986), the central text of
Alcoholics Anonymous (Ford, 1989), the rhetorical visions (shared symbolic
narratives) of single mothers (Endres, 1989), and the online forums of hate
groups (Duffy, 2003), among others. It also has been used to examine social
movements specifically, as in “Ecofeminism, the Environment, and Social
Movements” (Brammer, 1998). Brammer uses fantasy‐theme analysis to establish
ecofeminism as a movement and identifies rhetorical visions within it. She notes
that for theorist Michael Calvin McGee, the creation of shared consciousness
through shared definitions of symbols is precisely what establishes a movement.
As is the case with “ecofeminism” or “locavore,” for instance, “When people use
new words, or obviously attribute new meaning to old words, we can assume
that consciousness of their environment has ‘moved’ by measure of the
difference in descriptors themselves or in meanings,” McGee wrote (Brammer,
1998, p. 3).
Applying SCT to states’ campaigns to promote locally grown foods, I use

16

my observations, buttressed by peripheral analyses of a private campaign and
three online environments, to help identify the various fantasy themes that
spread throughout the consumer base at large and to construct the rhetorical
vision of the campaigns in the context of the growing interest in regional food
systems. Analyses of the states’ communications were used to determine
whether their messages align with the larger social movement promoting
awareness, knowledge, and action related to local and regional food systems. An
interview guide was created to determine campaigns’ times frames, rhetorical
situations (purposes, audiences, constraints) (Bitzer, 1968), media, intentions,
style and tone, cultural context, central messages, and their logic (Appendix C).
State selection
Three state LGF campaigns were selected for closer analysis —California, New
York, and South Carolina. California’s program was chosen for analysis based on
the early leadership role certain California residents took in advocating more
regionalized food systems, as well as for the progressive stance it takes in
marketing its program per se. New York’s program, Pride of New York, was
chosen for the sheer range of its outreach, both in content and media, and for the
beauty of its design. South Carolina’s program, Certified SC Grown, was chosen
for its recency — having been implemented in 2007 — as well as for its local
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significance. Each of the three campaign managers was interviewed via
telephone and/or e‐mail. The interviews in part discover data that were not
apparent solely by examination of the website; other questions elicit clarification
and confirmation of what the manager perceived to be the local situation, central
messages, and motives.
Private entity selection
To establish a baseline for comparison, a cursory analysis was also made of
FoodRoutes.org. The FoodRoutes Network, a nonprofit group that aims to
counter the efforts of corporate‐agriculture lobbyists and promote sustainable
food systems (as opposed to having financial interest in promoting the products
of any particular region), uses communication tools to help communities
establish Buy Fresh, Buy Local chapters. In some states in which government
campaigns are absent, Buy Fresh, Buy Local chapters are present.
Online environment selection
To help gauge public sentiment, excerpts are provided from three active,
collaborative online environments, each of which invites public comment:
•

Reason.com: a nonpartisan
general‐interest magazine that
covers politics and culture via
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news, analysis, commentary, and reviews. The site is endorsed by public
figures ranging from conservative radio personality Rush Limbaugh to
American Civil Liberties Union President Nadine Strossen.
•

Slashfood.com: a food‐themed member
of the Weblogs, Inc. compendium of
blogs. This site is more issues‐oriented
than other top food sites such as CHOW
(technique‐ and region‐oriented), Epicurious (publications‐based), and the
Amateur Gourmet (personality‐driven).

•

Treehugger.com: a multimedia outlet
dedicated to moving sustainability
issues into the mainstream. While its
agenda is clear, it attracts commentary from a variety of readers.
The issues surrounding food systems and sustainability are complex, and

I believe observations submitted to these sites by people attempting to
understand culture and the ecosystem provide valuable insight into the ways
future campaign messages can be crafted for optimum rhetorical impact.
I also examined the logos of state LGF initiatives for cues to recurring
visual themes. Those results are found in Appendix D.
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Chapter 3: Analysis
An examination of artifacts pertaining to the promotion of locally grown foods
reveals common themes upon which the rhetorical vision, again, the overarching
shared narrative constructed from the groups’ various fantasy types, of the
movement is constructed. Three types of fantasy themes provide context for the
narrative: themes of setting, character(s), and action. Stock scenarios develop
from communication of the themes. These scenarios form the fantasy types —
usually pithy expressions of dominant and recurring ideas, which in turn help
express the rhetorical vision from convergence of the symbols that convey the
fantasy themes and types. The rhetorical vision provides the thrust of the belief
embraced by a group.
Setting themes
To begin extracting the themes of setting, first determine where the occurrences
in the locally grown foods “drama” play out. With regard to place as it applies to
our narrative of promoting local foods, the primary setting is by nature
amorphous, being simply “wherever you are.” However, some “places” within
this drama can be anchored more concretely, such as the state capitals from
which the government campaigns emanate, and Arnot, Pa., where the
FoodRoutes Network is administered. Other settings may include places where
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people encounter and are made aware of locally grown foods: farmers’ markets;
community gardens; supermarkets promoting local goods; public events
conducted by LGF campaigns (state fair booths, store demonstrations, etc.);
restaurants displaying either signs or menu labels distinguishing service of local
foods; and schools participating in related programs or events.
All state agriculture campaigns express a sense of place in that a state
name is contained within each logo and slogan, but that sense of place is
expressed in other ways, as well, often in pun form: Fresher by Far (Alaska),
Tastes 2,000 Miles Fresher (Minnesota), There’s No Taste Like Home (Alabama),
Nothing Else Is Close (Kentucky), the Local Flavor (Connecticut), Where Fresh Is
(Illinois), Bring Georgia Home (author’s emphases). Ohio boasts of its location
“on the eastern edge of the corn belt” (Ohio Proud, 2008), which, the site notes,
makes a fine place to generate “a strong supply of animal feed products” — a
message in conflict with the general values of the movement toward more
regional, more natural (grass‐fed animals, for instance), more sustainable
practices (Rule, Broughton, Shellito, and Maiorano, 2002). 5
Character themes
In constructing a narrative, one must identify the players — what kinds of
characters participate in the story?
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Heroes: Narratives generally offer characters who fall into the roles of
heroes, villains, or supporting players, and the stories surrounding locally grown
foods are no different. In this scenario, the lines are pretty clearly drawn. The
main hero of this drama is the American farmer, particularly one who farms
within a family context. The “family farm” is a common expression in the
rhetoric of the campaigns, and the Romantic view of the yeoman farmer as
presented in Thomas Jefferson’s view as the embodiment of republicanism is still
alive — if mainly in marketing literature. The vision of that farmer imbues him
or her, by virtue of profession and scale, with implied attributes of diligence,
patience, hardiness, earthiness, even kindness — qualities that render the farmer
— and by extension the farmer’s family — deserving of our support, both in
dollars we spend locally and, to a lesser extent, trust. Cultivating, as it were, a
relationship with a local farmer, say the campaigns, benefits both the consumer,
who then has a close, reliable source of information about the food on the table,
and the community, whose ties are strengthened by the neighborly exchange.
Images in state campaign logos have been coded for references to the American
agrarian myth, as well as other established and potential fantasy types. The data
can be found in Appendix D.
Another hero figure to emerge from the texts is the local‐food advocate.
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While some heavy hitters certainly have dominated the movement over the past
several decades — Wendell Berry, 6 Alice Waters, 7 and Michael Pollan, 8 to name
a few — the campaigns largely leave those individuals unnamed and instead
hold up a figurative mirror, allowing the reader/consumer to become the face of
the “hero.” In fact, the slogan of CISA, from which FoodRoutes derived, is “Be a
Local Hero; Buy Locally Grown.”
There are instances in the state campaigns in which consumers, grocers,
and restaurateurs are urged to serve advocacy roles. Statements from Alaska
Grown’s frequently asked questions (FAQ) page provide examples, shown here
in author’s underlines:
4. What restaurants serve Alaska Grown?
Many restaurants serve Alaska Grown products based on availability of what is
in season. Click here [link not established] to see a list of restaurants who have
sold Alaska Grown in the past. Always be sure to ask your server if what you
ordered is Alaska Grown!
5. What grocery stores should I shop at if I want to buy Alaska Grown
products?... If you have a question as to whether or not a particular product is
Alaska Grown, ask the produce departmentʹs manager. And remember, when
customers ask for Alaska Grown, the stores are more likely to carry Alaska
Grown. ...
8. How can I make sure my local retailers carry Alaska Grown products?
The best thing you can do is ASK for Alaska Grown! Every retailer wants to meet
the needs of its consumers, so when you request Alaska Grown products, you
are sending a message that it is important to have the freshest produce possible
for your family. (Alaska Grown FAQ, 2000; author’s highlights).

The language reflects a “you‐attitude,” which attracts readers’ attention
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while expressing empathy toward their views (Campanizzi, 2000; p. 20).
Alaska goes so far as to have a separate page titled Ask for Alaska
Grown, which offers this message:
Alaska Grown products canʹt thrive on sunshine, water and farmerʹs TLC alone ‐
they also require consumer demand. Local Alaska Grown producers are
competing against large, out‐of‐state corporations who can provide large
quantities at a low price. However, this often comes at the cost of quality, flavor
and freshness.
If the Alaska Grown promise ‐ fresher by far ‐ is important to you, and youʹre in
favor of supporting the local economy, make it known to the businesses you
patronize. It is easy to ask your store manager, waiter or chef if they use Alaska
Grown products. And if they donʹt, let them know that you like to spend your
money where management commits to ʺbuying local.ʺ
You can even go a step further and voice your support of Alaska Grown to your
friends and family, through your newspaperʹs letters to the editor, or to your
legislator.
Visit a local market, grocer, U‐pick farm or restaurant that offers Alaska Grown
products today! (Alaska Grown/Ask for Alaska Grown, 2000; author’s

highlights.)
The brochure of the Choose Iowa program also appeals to the range of
possible advocates, adding media to the mix. Following categorized appeals to
growers, grocers, consumers, and restaurateurs is this blurb:
Media: Looking for stories to interest your audience?
•

•

We will work closely with you to identify cutting‐edge topics to help
you connect with your audience and the ag industry regarding growing
interest of Iowa‐based products.
Funds collected will also be used in co‐op advertising with retailers.
(Choose Iowa.)
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Florida incorporates advocacy encouragement into one of its many logos
(Florida Department of Agriculture and Consumer Services).
The No. 1 objective of Washington State’s From the Heart of
Washington program is to “encourage consumers to ask for
and seek Washington‐grown and ‐made products when
[making] buying decisions” (Heart of Washington; author’s
highlight).
Government as a “hero” in this scenario can serve as
proponent not just by way of promotion but also by way of

A logo from
Florida’s LGF
campaign
Source: www.flag.com/marketing/lo
gos_pc.htm

legislation. Legislative trends that favor what has become
known as the eat‐local movement include establishment of farm‐market
vouchers for seniors and welfare recipients and bills to loosen sourcing and cost
restrictions on public school systems, allowing for increased purchases of locally
grown foods. The state of Vermont, for example, passed the Viability of Vermont
Agriculture bill (H.B. 0522) in 2007. The law addresses several areas that call
attention to the importance of a more regionalized system, including
diversification, conservation, nutrition, and food safety (Vermont Legislative
Document, 2008).
Finally, heroic attributes are ascribed to those who promote the eat‐local
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philosophy in the course of their daily business — retail outlets and restaurants
that use and call attention to the use of local products. A supermarket chain in
South Carolina, for instance, that displays large signs in its entryway stating “We
support Certified SC Grown” would certainly be viewed as beneficent.
Villains: The villains in this story lurk in the shadows, for the most part.
They are seldom mentioned by name — Monsanto, Archer Daniels Midland,
ConAgra, Dow, Cargill — and allusions to them are cloaked in vague references
to “industrialized,” “corporate,” or “mainstream” agriculture. One such
reference is seen above in the copy from Alaska’s Ask for Alaska Grown page,
which fingers “large, out‐of‐state corporations” as local farmers’ competitors.
This turns out to be the case with the private promotion studied here as
well as with the government campaigns. Within the inclusive realm of the
FoodRoutes web index, the five combined references to mainstream ag‐system
entities appear on just two:
FAMILY FARMS ARE AN AMERICAN TRADITION IN DANGER
OF FADING AWAY.
•

Since 1935, the U.S. has lost 4.7 million farms. Fewer than one million
Americans now claim farming as a primary occupation.

•

Farmers in 2002 earned their lowest real net cash income since 1940.
Meanwhile corporate agribusiness profits have nearly doubled (increased
98%) since 1990.
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•

Large corporations increasingly dominate U.S. food production. Four large
firms control over 80% of beef slaughter, 59% of pork packing, and 50% of
broiler chicken production.
FAMILY FARMERS ARE THE HEART OF AMERICAʹS
RURAL COMMUNITIES.

•

Local family farmers spend their money with local merchants. The money
stays in town where it benefits everyone and builds a stronger local economy.
Independent, family‐owned farms supply more local jobs and contribute to
the local economy at higher rates than do large, corporate‐owned farms.

(FoodRoutes/Why Care, 2003; author’s highlights.)
And from the “Hot Topics” section of FoodRoutes.org:
Consider the following:
Corporate agribusiness profits increased 98 percent during the 1990s; meanwhile,
in 2002 farmers earned their lowest real net cash income since 1940.
Modern industrial agriculture is making farming unprofitable for many. For
more than 60 percent of farm households in 1998, farming actually lowered
the households’ before‐tax income.
Taxpayers provided $22.9 billion in subsidies during the first three years
of the ʺFreedom to Farmʺ law (1996‐98), but 10 percent of the recipients
(144,000 participants) collected 61 percent of the money.
What can you do?
Buying food directly from local farmers reduces the portion of your food
dollar going to corporate agribusiness and ensures that farmers get their
fair share of your food dollar. Buy local whenever possible. (FoodRoutes/Hot
Topics, 2003; author’s highlights).

Corporate ag giants are just one facet of the dominant global food system,
of course; international policymaking bodies such as the Food and Agriculture
Organization (FAO) and World Trade Organization (WTO) play a significant
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role, as do such factors as increased demand for biofuel. Blame could shift to
makers of agricultural policy within the U.S. government, as well, for favoring
high‐input, large‐scale, mechanized systems, but sustainability issues crop up
increasingly in U.S. policy fora, and LGF campaigns generally eschew such
complex subjects, highlighting instead the many benefits of an alternative
system. Furthermore, in the cases of the state campaigns, government agencies
are disinclined to publicly bash government policy.
Yet another, largely unheralded, villain occupies this drama, and it abides
within. While campaigns reference what consumers prefer and should be
requesting when it comes to local food, they fail to mention the flip side of that
coin — what consumers are unwilling to do without. Journalist Joel Stein
articulated this idea in a January 2008 Time magazine article, “Extreme Eating”:
“I want the world to come to me, to see it shrink so small it fits on my plate. I
want Maine lobster in broth flavored with Spanish saffron. I want Alaskan
salmon, truffles from Europe, a bottle of Beaujolais, a damn pineapple. And I
want them much more than I want that carrot you grew in your garden. Because
I know youʹre going to talk to me for 20 minutes about your carrot (Stein, 2008).”

Stein goes on to describe his experiment in “distavore” cooking, creating a
meal solely of ingredients that came from 3,000 or more miles away from his Los
Angeles home. While this article appeared as an exercise in ornery humor, it
does point out unspoken truths, such as the fact that two of the world palate’s
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most beloved sensations — cocoa and coffee — grow only in tropical regions.
And those are just two of thousands of treats the purists’ version of the “eat
local” movement would put out of someone’s reach, sometime, somewhere.
But despite an image to the contrary, representatives of the locavore or
“local eaters” movement recognize practical limits of the concept. Locavores
declare “exemptions” to their regimen — commonly tea, coffee, or spices — and
often seek out fair‐trade versions of those. Jennifer Maiser, a founding member of
the Locavores group, created and maintains the Eat Local Challenge website
eatlocalchallenge.com and states in a post at the site:
Eat Local advocates are often painted as coffee‐shunning, chocolate‐declining
masochists who eschew absolutely everything that is not local. The truth is much
less compelling in print, so the moderates among us are not often in the
spotlight.
ʺWhat do you do about coffee,ʺ I am often asked during interviews. Sometimes
the question is conspiratorial or indignant. ʺI buy from local roasters who choose
their beans carefully and I am drinking non‐local coffee right now,ʺ is my
standard answer. (Eat Local Challenge, 2006).

Supporting cast: Although singled out in a few campaigns, the media
serve a supporting role as encompassed by the actual content of the campaigns.
However, without the media, these campaigns could not exist, since print, radio,
television, billboards, and the Internet form the pathways through which the
campaigns’ messages travel. Beyond delivering just the messages crafted by the
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campaigns, though, media also report on peripheral issues, such as the
complexities the campaigns themselves tend to avoid — “food miles” (distance
food travels from growth to consumption) and “carbon footprints” (energy used
in production, transport, etc.), for instance.
The consumer who chooses not to advocate declines to play a hero in this
drama, yet all consumers play a bit part in the production. Simply by receiving
the campaigns’ messages, they become more aware of the current structure of the
food system and thus can begin to consider its possible consequences and
perhaps the steps they can take to counteract those outcomes. While research
shows that consumers prefer to buy local products if given the choice (Uva,
1999), whether consumers act on those inclinations, they have helped fulfill the
stated goal of several campaigns — to raise awareness.
The third, and probably most proliferous group of supporting players are
bloggers, whom I consider separate from established media outlets. Theirs is a
more personal sort of “reporting.” They share their views and experiences, then
(usually) open their posts to public comment or debate. While comment
censorship is common among bloggers, the blogosphere remains a forum in
which conflicting views are fairly freely exchanged. This arena, in fact, is where
some of the action themes related to local eating can be gleaned.
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Action themes
The third type of fantasy to emerge in promotions of locally grown foods
indicates the action of the narrative. Chief among the actions surrounding the
promotion of local foods is identifying those foods versus foods grown and
transported from elsewhere. Some form of the word “identify” is found in nearly
every state promotion. In fact, this is an important function of the campaigns,
since identification involves recognizable logos and labels that can be affixed
directly to the foods or stationed near them in direct‐market or retail outlets.
The next step in the process involves persuading those who purchase food — not
just consumers, but also institutional food buyers, from retirement homes to
schools to casinos — that products grown and produced closer to home offer
benefits. Both state and private campaigns rely on several core ideas to convey
that message:
Freshness
Flavor
Nutrition
Environmental impact
Economic impact
Food safety
Community (relational) impact
Impact upon future generations
Among the aforementioned rationales for eating locally, the one explored
most thoroughly (if indirectly) in state campaigns is “impact on future
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generations,” propagated through the campaigns’ partnerships with Agriculture
in the Classroom 9 and Farm to School 10 — both promotions of the USDA. Thus,
the act of educating youths about the origins of food emerges as an important
theme. A majority of state campaigns provide links to either one or both.
Also, the value of preparing locally grown food as an action theme cannot
be ignored in this scenario. Recipes and other food‐prep
information are available in the majority of the state
campaigns, sometimes to a grand extent. Florida, for
instance, employs a “culinary ambassador” known as the
Florida Chef, Justin Timineri. His chef’s whites bear the
colorful Fresh from Florida logo, and he provides a
plethora of food information online — including some
geared toward children — and makes public appearances

The Florida Chef,
Justin Timineri
Source:
www.thefloridachef.com
/about.htm

around the state.
Fostering interest in food preparation is vital to efforts to market local
foods, according to Zepeda and Li (2006). While demographic data appear to
make little impact upon decisions to purchase local foods, and even messages
about energy, nutrition, and fair prices that are viewed favorably by consumers
do not significantly affect their buying behaviors, enjoyment of cooking can
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increase probability of buying local food by 50%. Promoting the enjoyment of
cooking, the authors state, “would be a much more effective method of local‐
food promotion than are marketing strategies that emphasize energy, nutrition,
or supporting farmers” (p. 9). Likewise, a study of effective promotional
strategies for agritourism in Michigan found that when mini‐cookbooks were
provided with recipes for particular crops, the books helped increase sales of
those crops (Che, 2006). Indeed, enjoyment of cooking appears to be on the rise in
the United States; culinary school enrollment has jumped, and between just 2000
and 2005, revenues for cable television’s Food Network more than tripled, with
viewership skyrocketing between 1994 and 2004 from 7 million to 79 million
(Hoke, 2006). This suggests that if enjoyment of cooking is a major predictor for
likelihood of purchasing local foods, marketing opportunities are expanding.
For its part, FoodRoutes partnered with HarvestEating.com, a highly
stylized website devoted to seasonal eating, to link with a wealth of customizable
and searchable food knowledge. HarvestEating — created by chef Keith Snow, a
founding member of the Slow Foods convivium in Greenville, S.C. — provides
instructional videos and informational podcasts as well as an extensive collection
of recipes. HarvestEating, in turn, partnered with AmericaontheMove.org in an
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effort to fight obesity and help form a virtual triumvirate devoted to righteous,
delicious, and healthful eating.
Continuing the exploration of action themes, obtaining food is a central
theme of life itself. Food shopping as a theme in an American story cannot escape
the specter of U.S. retail Goliath Wal‐Mart, reviled among many for its
reputation of valuing profits over people and driving small businesses to ruin.
However, since adding groceries to their inventory in the late 1980s, Wal‐Mart
stores have become a grocery‐day reality for millions of budget‐minded
shoppers. By 2001, Wal‐Mart had bypassed Kroger for the top spot among U.S.
grocery retailers (Merrefield, 2001).
But beyond that hallmark of domination, Wal‐Mart’s name is invoked
here because of the July 1, 2008, announcement that the chain had increased local
food sourcing by 50% in the last two years and would continue its commitment
to do so. Estimates peg Wal‐Mart’s 2008 payouts for locally sourced fruits and
vegetables at $400 million. The potential impact of this development is
monumental. It provides an apt illustration of “the Wal‐Mart effect,” explained
in Charles Fishman’s book of the same title. Fishman writes:
Wal‐Mart isn’t just a store, or a huge company, or a phenomenon anymore. Wal‐
Mart shapes where we shop, the products we buy, and the prices we pay — even
for those of us who never shop there. It reaches deep inside the operations of the
companies that supply it and changes not only what they sell, but also changes
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how those products are packaged and presented, what the lives of the factory
workers who make the products are like — it even sometimes changes the
countries where those factories are located. Wal‐Mart reaches around the globe,
shaping the work and the lives of people who make toys in China, or raise
salmon in Chile, or sew shirts in Bangladesh, even though they may never visit a
Wal‐Mart store in their lives. (Fishman, 2006, p. 5)

Recent news of Wal‐Mart’s efforts to “green” its operations in different
ways falls on deaf ears at times. For some, Wal‐Mart simply can do no right. That
side of reaction on the blogs to the news of Wal‐Mart “going local” is represented
by comments at Tree Hugger such as:
K. says:
I love this website except for the endless ʺarticlesʺ about how Wal‐Mart is ʺgoing
greenʺ (making green, at the expense of everyone, and everything). Cut it out,
please. How obvious can you get about the special deals Wal‐Mart must be
giving Treehugger to write about them? Gross.
July 6, 2008 7:48 PM
L. says:
O my gosh,
Do you people still belive in this...?,
this is insane for the people who really cares about the environment and
sustainability, tree hugger is now in charge of the marketing of wallmart?, where
are the values of [Tree Hugger]?
July 7, 2008 2:35 PM

However, the majority of respondents to this particular post spoke in
defense of the move, including the following:
U.M. says:
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Even if [Wal‐Mart does] this in a small superficial way it will wake up other
chain stores to the idea, and may change the trends away from local food
production and eating seasonal foods.
This could be very good news indeed.
July 5, 2008 11:26 AM
_______________________________________________________________________
M.C. says:
I have to agree with U.M. Even if Wal‐Mart does the mega‐corporate version of
supporting local suppliers, itʹs a move in the right direction.
We also have to realize that a company that size canʹt profitably deal with
hundreds of small family businesses. They will have to strike a balance and find
local producers who can supply the volume they require. Making deliveries to a
Wal‐Mart distribution center ‐ one pickup truck load at a time ‐ isnʹt going to
work.
Anything that supports local fresh produce, particularly if it includes regional
and heirloom varieties, is a good thing. Letʹs hope Wal‐Mart turns this idea into a
profitable venture that can bring us good food from good people.
July 5, 2008 3:41 PM
R. says:
iʹm not ally of [Walmart].
but whatʹs really gross is when [the] readers get all uppity and so worried about
the latest anti‐X fad that they canʹt see progress when itʹs right in front of them.
whether you like walmart or not, they are making good steps. get over
yourselves.
what do you care about more? being pro‐green or anti‐walmart?
July 7, 2008 10:49 PM

C. says:
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Thank you R.!
Geesh People! ... when you have a global power like [Wal‐Mart] bringing
recognition to the Green Initiative, just be thankful! ... I don’t care whether [Wal‐
Mart] is becoming green because they’re really eco‐conscious or because they
know that it will drive sales, I just care that somehow, someway – it is going to
help the overall big picture. If you really care, start looking at that big picture
and get out of the High School mentality that some of you seem stuck in.
July 10, 2008 2:22 PM (Laumer, 2008).

Whether consumers buy food at Wal‐Mart, some other supermarket, or at
a farm stand, market, or co‐op, increasingly, the places where that food grows
migrate toward cities. In turning to gardening as an action theme, we note that
the modern garden may well find itself atop a Brooklyn, N.Y., rooftop, or in a
public park in Atlanta. Agriculture is shifting to accommodate the growing
numbers of people who live in urban centers. Community gardens allow those
without arable land of their own to share in the labor and the bounty of planting
and harvest. In an August 6, 2008, story about the burgeoning popularity of
community gardens, Burpee Seed Co. President George Ball Jr. said his
company’s seed sales are up 40% from last year’s figures. The report estimates
20,000 such gardens grow in communities across the country (Sher, 2008). Data
collected for the United Nations suggested in 2004 that worldwide, urban centers
already produced about a third of the food consumed by their residents, with a
rapid increase expected. The same data estimated that 800 million people were
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engaged in urban agriculture across the globe (Halweil, 2004).
Both the San Francisco Chronicle and the New York Times recently reported
on groups advancing the cause by doing all the heavy lifting — performing on‐
site gardening duties for clients, from installation to harvest. The Times article
referred to such clients as “lazy locavores,” but sentiment seems to be that any
increase in home gardening is a boon, no matter who does the work. Reactions to
one Slashfood contributor’s slightly acerbic blog post about the story are seen
here:

Lazy locavores
Posted July 22nd 2008 10:00AM by Emily Matchar
New trend alert, courtesy of the New York Times: the “lazy locavore.”
“In some cities, freelance farmers will plant and tend organic vegetable gardens
in your yard, so you can have nice heirloom tomatoes and sun‐warmed lettuce
without getting your fingernails dirty. ... Other services will cook stews of
organic local vegetables and pork, ladle them into glass jars (recycled, I hope)
and deliver them to your house. “
Up next: A service that sends someone to your home to wipe your mouth with
an organic, locally‐harvested hemp fiber napkin?
7‐22‐2008 @ 8:51PM
A. said...
I think any way for people to become interested in NOT going out and grabbing
a tomato from mexico or aspergus [sic] from Peru is definitely a move in the
right direction!
7‐22‐2008 @ 10:46PM
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B.J. said...
Bit of a big jump there, Emily. How about instead of chastising these folks, you
should thank them for helping expand the cause? (Matchar, 2008).

In examining further action themes, another feature of the “eat local”
movement that tends to draw ridicule is “the paid experiment”: attempting to eat
locally under the terms of a book deal or other potentially profitable promotion.
Referred to occasionally as “stunt eating” or simply gimmicky, this type of
promotion has turned up in such recent books as Michael Pollan’s “The
Omnivore’s Dilemma,” Barbara Kingsolver’s “Animal, Vegetable, Miracle,” and
“Plenty: One Man, One Woman, and a Raucous Year of Eating Locally,” by Alisa
Smith and J.B. MacKinnon, who also maintain the website 100milediet.org
promoting eating within a 100‐mile radius of one’s home. Reason magazine
reviewer Katherine Mangu‐Ward noted that not only did the couple’s
experiment lack raucousness, but:
... Increasingly, tales of ethical eating feel more like stunts to sell books or articles,
and less like real efforts to figure out the right way, or even a realistically
possible way, to live and eat.
Consider the recent New York Times articles on urban foraging—squirrel and
sparrow for dinner anyone? Or what about the family living for a ʺyear without
toilet paper.ʺ Book deals abound.
... [the book authors’] first 100‐mile meal—one of those nice dinners with
friends—was $128.87. ...
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Then thereʹs the $11 honey. They buy this honey as a substitute for $2.59 worth of
sugar. ... of course, if you had to drive 30 miles “though the ‘burbs, the industrial
parks, the outer ring of big‐box mosques, Buddhist mega‐temples, and ticky‐
tacky churches [through] the tunnel that plunges under the main arm of the
Fraser River” every time you needed sweetener, grocery shopping would soon
seem like quite a chore. Especially if, as is the case in Vancouver, not every day is
a deliriously perfect spring day with “chocolate‐colored cats sunning themselves
on the dikes.” Or if you donʹt have a car. (Mangu‐Ward, 2007).

Readers began to weigh in on the piece less than 20 minutes after it
posted. Reactions to the notion of the authors’ experiment — and to local eating
in general —ranged from dismissive to outright hostile.

B. | April 30, 2007, 12:51pm
It always amazes me, hearing these stories, that people seem genuinely surprised
by the effort and expense of eating local.
It always seems to be writers, too, who embark on these projects. If I tried to do
this, with my 9‐7, my commute, etc., I would be trying to track down local goat
cheese at 9pm on a Tuesday, or else spending every waking weekend minute
dealing with my food needs.
This canʹt be a money‐saver, even if it is more nutritious and tastes better.

M.| April 30, 2007, 1:20pm
It seems the main impact of ʺeating locallyʺ is an extra couple gallons of gas
being used to haul 2000 pounds of car and 150 pounds of yuppie back and forth
from the farmersʹ market to pick up 1 pound of squash.
Driving 30 miles each way for honey may be many things, but environmentally
friendly isnʹt one of them.

J.| April 30, 2007, 1:36pm
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People used to always eat locally. It was great and very earth friendly. That was
until the earth decided not to be so friendly and inflict a draught or a pest
invasion, you starved. ... Back in the good old days of consuming locally when
the crops failed you starved. Now in the day of the world market, when the
crops fail, you import other crops from somewhere where the weather was better
and the biggest health problem is how fat everyone is not starvation.
These dirty hippie morons if allowed to take their stunts to their logical
conclusion, everyone eating locally, would put an end to the world food and
commodities market and make us all dependent on the local weather to keep
from starving. We truly live in a dark age. (Mangu‐Ward, 2007.)

At times another element of aversion emerges in the blog responses —
people seemingly put off by the sanctimony they perceive as accompanying the
“eat local” lifestyle. At Slashfood.com, a user responded to a post about
attempting to adhere to the spirit of the 100‐Mile Diet:
1‐11‐2008 @ 1:43PM
J. said...
I care about local food, and try to eat locally whenever possible. But the whole ʺX
mile dietʺ is silly. Itʹs fine as an experiment to see if itʹs possible, or to show the
strengths and weaknesses of your areaʹs local food options. And itʹs obviously a
good way to get a book deal or attract blog traffic.
But eating locally is supposed to be a general goal, not a set of rigidly‐defined
rules. Itʹs not an all‐or‐nothing deal. If people eat more locally, thatʹs a good
thing. Thereʹs no point in castigating people for using non‐local salt, or coffee, or
wine, or whatever. If the local food movement focuses too much on attention‐
catching novelty diets and excessive criticism of everyoneʹs food choices, it will
become marginalized. (Gilbert, 2008.)
________________________________________________________________________
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A Slashfood post about a commentary titled “It’s Time for ‘Locavores’ to
Shut Up and Eat,” made by Amy Stewart on National Public Radio, garnered this
comment:
1‐08‐2008 @ 6:47PM
M. said...
Iʹm pretty tired of the locovore craziness, myself.
Sure, its awesome that people are taking an advanced interest in what theyʹre
eating, and its nifty that theyʹre trying to eat local to support local economy and
small businesses. Its the snobbery that goes along with it that bothers me.
Just reading the comments to the post on here about what people were eating for
[New Year’s Eve] dinner. LAUGHABLE. It was as though people felt they
needed to use as many adjectives to describe their food as they possibly could! Its
great that you bought the tomatoes at the farmers market, but YOU DONʹT
HAVE TO WAX POETIC ABOUT IT! ... (Gilbert, 2008).

This overview of movement trends and attitudes within the larger issue
provides guideposts to crafting messages with broad appeal that speak to
emerging developments while avoiding triggers of negativity, such as “stunt
eating” and elitist language. Implications of this portion of the study are further
explored in the next section.
Fantasy types
With the dramatistic themes in place, we move on to reveal some of the fantasy
types that emerge from the campaigns’ messages. Fantasy types form from stock
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scenarios or commonplaces that surface repeatedly within communications.
They can typically be summed up in a phrase or slogan, such as “family values”
or “the American Dream.”
Within the state LGF campaigns, pride represents the most common
fantasy theme. In some instances, the notion of pride is contained within the title
of the campaign itself: Colorado Proud, Kentucky Proud, Pride of New York,
Pride of (North) Dakota, Ohio Proud. In other cases, peripheral language of the
campaigns harbors a sense of pride. The first sentence describing the Georgia
Grown campaign — “Pride and integrity run deep in Georgia.” From Minnesota
Grown — “The Minnesota Grown program is very proud of its ability to work
together with a wide variety of producers, producer associations, non‐profit
organizations, and others who share the vision of increased market opportunities
for local products.” This statement also reflects the notion of partnerships — a
significant element of this analysis discussed in Chapter 4. In introducing the
Pennsylvania Preferred program, campaign designers stated, “Soon you will
begin seeing the PA Preferred logo on product packaging, signage, and other
promotional material in the grocery store aisle, at farm markets, in restaurants,
and at other wholesale and retail outlets where Pennsylvania products are
proudly offered.” The website of Go Texan declares that the produce, plants,
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trees and flowers of that state all reflect “the passion and perfection achieved in
products that proudly wear the Go Texan logo.”
Pride delineates the government campaigns’ definition of “local” (within
state borders), a point of debate within the movement. As we have seen, others
define “local” as products within a 100‐mile radius of a given point. Vermont’s
campaign offers a detailed list titled “What Does ‘Local’ Mean?” That list defines
“local” as originating from within the state or within 30 miles of where a product
is sold. As the movement progresses, perhaps more concrete definitions can be
established.
Another recurring fantasy type conveys top quality, or “the best.” Again,
campaign designers find this idea so important that it’s incorporated into many
of the slogans: Buy Alabama’s Best, Maryland’s Best, Nebraska: Our Best to You,
Pick the Best — Pick Texas.
A third prevalent fantasy type is the “win‐win,” or, “buying local is good
for you and good for the community.” Colorado Proud articulates this fantasy
type in its tagline “Better for you. Better for Colorado,” included in the campaign
logo. Maryland, in urging residents to shop the state’s farmer markets,
proclaims, “It’s good for Maryland and good for you.” Nebraska‐grown produce,
states a poster from that campaign, is “great for your table and great for the local
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economy.” Examples abound, with the implication that there’s no downside to
purchasing and consuming locally grown foods.
Rhetorical vision
Having examined various fantasy themes and fantasy types common in states’
communications about locally grown foods, we see that the overarching
rhetorical vision of the campaign designers appears to go something like this:
“We’re proud to say that products from [insert state name] are best, and your
buying them benefits everyone.”
The problem with that vision lies in the rhetorical situation that houses it
— in particular with the audience. In almost all cases, the states seem to hope the
rhetorical vision will be shared not just by residents within 30 miles of a food‐
producing community, or within 100 miles, or within the state borders, but by
residents of the globe. Messages about developing national and international
markets for agricultural products sit side by side with LGF‐promoting messages
within a state agriculture department’s online presence.
Based upon that reality, the state campaigns do not currently align with
the overall vision of the social movement to promote smaller‐scale food systems.
In order to build upon the rhetoric in promotion of locally grown foods and
expand the holders of the rhetorical vision to include those who truly support
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more regionalized food systems, states should take steps now to reconcile the
contradictions — or at least acknowledge the tensions — inherent in attempting
to promote local eating while pursuing the simultaneous goal of cultivating
global markets.
Case studies
Below are summaries of interviews conducted with state campaign managers:

Case Study #1 — California: Be Californian, Buy California Grown;
Maile Shanahan Geis, executive director
According to Geis, California formed its Buy California marketing
agreement in 2001 and launched the California Grown ad and promotional
campaign during the state fair in August 2002. The program developed as a
partnership between the state and a group of industry leaders.
As Geis pointed out, farmers in California, to an extent greater than in
most other states, feed not only California and U.S. citizens, but also feed the
world. Doing business within the state, Geis said, had become increasingly
prohibitive for California farmers, and she believes, therefore, that preserving
farming culture there should be a priority.
The thrust of the campaign message, according to Geis, reflects one of the
major fantasy types running throughout all campaigns — the win‐win —
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manifested in this campaign as “Buying California Grown is good for you and
good for California.” “Our key message,” said Geis, “is that when you purchase
locally grown products, you are keeping our local economy strong and
continuing our unique California way of life.” The target audience, as identified
by Geis, is key decision‐makers of households, whom she believes are generally
women ages 25 to 54.
But managers of state campaigns have audiences to consider beyond just
the buying public. They must market their programs also to producers, to supply
the products, and wholesaler/retailers, to sell the products.
In California, participating producers must complete a licensing and
compliance agreement and guarantee that their product is at least 85% grown in
the state. After approval is granted, a licensing fee is set based upon the
producer’s market share — with a $1,000 annual minimum. The primary
message for producers is bottom‐line: Tying into the campaign by using the CA
GROWN logo on their products will increase sales. The key message directed at
markets (wholesale and retail) is that consumers want locally grown products,
and the best way to identify those products is with the CA GROWN logo, which
also can lead to increased sales. Consumer demand is a major element of the
California campaign, with some reference to it made five separate times during

47

the interview.
California produces some 400 commodities, and Geis says about 130
licensed growers now use the logo, with “by far the most” of them representing
the cut‐flower industry — a fact Geis attributes to the strong marketing of the
program by the state Cut Flower Commission to its growers. Marketing the
marketing itself emerges as another strong theme of California’s approach.
Forest products also fall under the umbrella of the logo program, but
“with a little twist. [The forestry industry uses] the tagline ‘Wood from
sustainable forests’ along with the logo,” to drive home the fact the lumber
produced in California adheres to the strictest standards in the world. The
tagline is not new, having been created alongside the general campaign, and is to
date the only variance allowed, although producers do develop their own
marketing materials, ads, and packaging, incorporating the logo as part of their
overall marketing plans. Public‐relations and ad messages generated by the state
tend to focus on the five largest media markets: Los Angeles, San Diego, San
Francisco, Sacramento, and Fresno.
California uses several media paths for LGF marketing — television,
radio, and billboard advertisements; solicited media coverage; and broadcast
public service announcements. Through focus‐group and other consumer
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research, the campaign crafted its advertising message about “the importance of
purchasing California‐grown to support our state economy and continue our
unique California lifestyle.”
One other, commonly employed advertising tool is the distribution and/or
sale of promotional items such as apparel. Through distribution of such items in
California at trade shows and other events, campaign staff discovered there was
regular demand for them, thus the website offers items for sale. While Geis says
sales remain steady, promotional items do not represent a significant source of
revenue for the program.
Visual artifacts from the California campaign include:

The CA Grown logo.

The image for CA Grown classroom activities. The
apple does double duty here, referencing both
education and fresh produce.
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CA Grown makes ethical
appeals by utilizing wellliked and recognizable
spokespersons such as
professional snowboarder
Shaun White and
California’s governor,
Arnold Schwarzenegger,
also known for his career
in film.

CA Grown provides
an eye-catching and
comprehensive guide
to California
agritourism. The use
of the term
“adventure” creates
interest and adds
intrigue, with the
underlying
suggestion that
people “get out and
explore.”

This CA Grown billboard uses images that
communicate messages about strength
(a barbell) and the future (a child).
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In summary, this program emphasizes marketing of the program itself as
well as California food products, and embraces the win‐win fantasy type. It
appeals to ethos, or character, by using celebrity spokespersons. It also promotes
the California lifestyle by encouraging healthful eating and outdoor activities.

Case Study #2 — New York: Pride of New York; Sue Santamarina,
program manager
Pride of New York began in 1996, developed by the state and classified as
a nonprofit group. It had “little if any” funding, said manager Sue Santamarina,
until 2001, when she was hired as the sole full‐time staff, and the state increased
funding for the program. Although the staff increased considerably over the
years, the program has recently suffered serious budget cuts, and Santamarina
and her staff have been working with partners and members for the past month
to re‐evaluate the program in search of other appropriate places for cuts.
All consumers in the state comprise the Pride of New York target market,
but Santamarina was careful to point out that consumers go beyond residents
walking into a grocery store or shopping at a farm market. They include retail
and industry buyers as well. No direct marketing efforts are made toward
institutional food directors at places such as schools, and retirement homes, but
New York does have a Farm to School program, administered separately.
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The Pride of New York mission is to increase demand for both grown and
processed foods that originate within the state. Goals include educating
consumers and helping them identify such products and assisting both
producers and retailers with branding, marketing, and promoting the products.
Buyers are asked to provide the state with a list of producers from which
they source goods in order to tailor marketing materials to each location. The
emphasis, however, is on branding and promotion rather than regulation.
Producers sign agreements verifying that their products are state‐produced, but
no effort is made to ensure that if, for example, a member company produces
jarred marinara sauce, that every single tomato in the jar comes from New York.
The expense and manpower of that endeavor would be cost‐prohibitive.
Furthermore, Santamarina said, off‐the‐record feedback from producers indicates
that membership would drop considerably if producers were subject to
regulation above and beyond the normal health and safety inspections they
already undergo. With regard to membership, Santamarina estimates that 60% of
members are produce growers, while the other 40% is made up of processors,
support groups, retailers, and others.
Commodity groups such as apple and vegetable growers and maple
producers create their own marketing for the most part; however, there is much
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cross‐promotion between Pride of New York and those groups. Santamarina said
the system is so structured because, in the event that federal funds ever become
available to the program, those commodity groups could get a cut of the funding
as well. “But that’s just wishful thinking at this point,” she said.
The central messages she wants the program to convey deal with the
importance of buying local food for its quality, freshness, and healthfulness, and
because it supports local business and keeps money in the state. She wants
producers to be aware that the program exists to brand, promote, and market
what they produce. “We work for them,” she said.
One element of the program Santamarina considers extremely important
is gaining credibility through the use of real people producing real products, or
“food with a story.” Portraits in Pride print advertisements give a face to the
growers and producers the program aims to help, and gives program members a
sense of ownership.
During the years when the program was well‐funded, TV, radio, print,
and outdoor advertising were used extensively. In the face of severe budget cuts,
however, the thrust of the group’s efforts right now involve public relations —
showing up at existing events to promote the program and raise awareness, as
well as providing quality marketing materials to program partners. “We hope to

53

tap new consumers rather than just preach to the choir,” Santamarina said.
While no product line is offered for purchase, such as logo apparel or
novelties, Santamarina said banners, signage, point‐of‐sale notices, and other
materials are provided to members at no cost, and state Agriculture
Commissioner Paul Hooker is strongly supportive of the program in ways that
include such simple things as sending out Pride of New York pens to colleagues
just “as a small branding reminder.”
While Santamarina said it’s difficult to measure the program’s success
without expensive and time‐consuming market research, agents try to ask
informal questions about how well the program is working, but “nobody wants
to admit they’re doing well,” she said, laughing. She did point out that farmers
and processors have a great deal of pride (“no pun intended!” she said), and they
may need to overcome that in order to form the co‐ops and partnerships that will
be necessary for them to survive as businesses.
Visual artifacts from Pride of New York include:

The Pride of New York logo.
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New York’s Farm to School logo. The apple in this
image serves three purposes, signifying education,
fresh produce, and New York per se (a symbol
technically attributed to New York City, but
identifiable with New York itself).

This pair of Pride of New York
billboards from the four on display
around the state emphasizes grocery
stores as a source of local wares.

This Pride of New York billboard further
regionalizes the campaign by introducing
“neighborhood” into the mix, and its focus
goes beyond produce to highlight valueadded products and dairy.
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This is the only one of the four Pride of
New York billboards devoted to fresh
produce. The fruits and vegetables are
arranged in the shape of the state.

In summary, the Pride of New York staff, despite facing serious funding
cuts, remain committed to branding, marketing, and promoting the state’s grown
and processed food products. It emphasizes an appeal to pathos, or emotions, by
personalizing its messages, highlighting the people and the products that make
up New York’s food landscape, and aims to provide personalized assistance to
the members it serves. The campaign embraces the “pride” fantasy type.

Case Study #3 — South Carolina: Certified SC Grown; Ansley Rast,
program coordinator
Launched May 22, 2007, during State House Market Day, the Certified SC
Grown program aims to build brand awareness to help consumers identify and
purchase South Carolina products, said program coordinator Ansley Rast. A
broad range of factors led to creation of the program, she said, including public
interest and perceptions, image and awareness, distribution, and regulation of
food. All those things impact the sustainability and growth of agribusiness, so
state leaders, in partnership with private entities, decided to tackle those issues
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via the branding campaign.
Less than 18 months into the program, member rolls suggest it is well‐
received; Rast reported more than 450 members and new applications received
daily. All South Carolina growers and/or producers are eligible to apply free of
charge. Products bearing the Certified SC Grown logo must meet U.S. #1 Quality
Grade Standard or higher, whichever is the accepted USDA standard for the
particular commodity. Production kitchens and other facilities must be
approved.
Introduced in statewide “rollout” fashion, the campaign was designed to
reach a residency‐based target audience — “everyone living in South Carolina.”
Initial marketing focused upon peaches, watermelons, and tomatoes. Within
three years, program designers intend to include the full range of agricultural
and manufactured products — “from shrimp and soybeans to mayonnaise and
forestry products,” Rast said, and plan to eventually aggressively market all such
products to “other states in the region and beyond” — a goal apparently in direct
conflict with promotion and maintenance of small‐scale food systems.
The crux of the campaign message to consumers is “Buy South Carolina
because nothing’s fresher. Nothing’s finer.” To growers/producers, the message
has more to do with identification — let the logo help consumers find your
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products. Retailer/wholesaler messages address growing consumer demand for
fresher, more healthful foods, represented by those produced locally. Research
specific to this campaign shows that 90% of South Carolina shoppers would
purchase local produce with similar quality and price to that from other areas.
On June 25, 2008, Commissioner of Agriculture Hugh Weathers helped spread
the news of Certified SC Grown’s partnership with Wal‐Mart to promote local
foods. Standing atop crates of fresh locally grown produce in stores in Lexington,
Greenville, and North Charleston, Weathers declared buying locally grown foods
“the basis of sustainability.”
Patsy Williams, a member of the Wal‐Mart Stores management team,
called the partnership “a win for all involved,” reiterating the win‐win fantasy
type, adding that Wal‐Mart continues to hear from customers appreciative of the
opportunity to buy locally grown.
Rast touched upon many of the movement’s central themes in the
interview, including the fact that South Carolina produce tastes better, that
buying it is “better for you and the environment” (win‐win), and that doing so
“builds community, keeping our agrarian heritage a thing of the present and not
the past, and promoting our own food security (Rast, 2008; author’s underlines).”
She also explained the campaign’s deeper goals of creating an emotional tie to
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local foods (the word “emotional” appears three times in the interview and
related materials Rast provided), educating the public, and “creating a
fundamental shift in the public’s lifestyle buying decisions” — all messages that
fit well within the general goals of the “eat local” movement.
Certified SC Grown relies upon television, radio, magazine, outdoor, and
public‐service advertising to get its message out, but it also employs the use of
in‐store demonstrations more heavily than do many other campaigns viewed for
this study, as evidenced in part by Weathers’ three‐store tour of the state to
announce the Wal‐Mart partnership.
Visual artifacts from the Certified SC Grown campaign include:

The Certified SC Grown logos
— one for general use (top) and
one for use by restaurants that
serve locally grown foods.
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A trio of Certified SC Grown
television ads emphasizes the
freshness of locally sourced goods.

Here, a circus truck pulls up to a
roadside farm stand, and an elephant
takes some peanuts from the
bemused but smiling farmer.

A farmer leading a cow through a
field reaches through the back of a
woman’s refrigerator to hand her
some milk.

The shrimp boat “Carolina Lady”
pulls up in front of a house; a
woman walks from the house to the
boat and receives a cooler labeled
“wild shrimp” from someone on
deck, then waves goodbye as the
boat proceeds down the street.
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In summary, Certified SC Grown emphasizes freshness and embraces the
win‐win fantasy type by stating that buying local foods is better for both the
consumer and the environment. The program’s coordinator explicitly
acknowledged its appeal to ethos (emotion) by naming “creating an emotional tie
to local foods” as a campaign goal. Unlike New York’s campaign, which seeks to
avoid a regulatory role, South Carolina’s campaign places great importance on
quality standards and regulation via inspection.
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Chapter 4: Recommendations
State campaigns to promote agriculture already embody most core values of the
“eat local” movement, including messages about bolstering regional economies,
preserving land integrity and agrarian heritage, building community, improving
the health of individuals through consumption of nutritious food, and, to a lesser
degree, engaging in socially responsible consumerism. What these campaigns
lack, in view of their examinations alongside the nonprofit campaign and the
public‐perception sample analyses, is a sense of modernity.
Make the fantasy language more modern: The language and images
presented tend to hark back to a pastoral portrait of an idyllic rural American
lifestyle worth preserving. While that lifestyle may indeed merit preservation,
the campaigns’ imagery could instead serve to help bridge the widening gap
between the rural and the urban or suburban by featuring not just wide expanses
of field and farmland, but backyard and community gardens, and rows of
vegetables grown on city rooftops, tended by diverse ages and ethnicities.
Provide new language and images to the appeals: The language could be
used to raise curiosity and awareness about innovations such as biointensive
agriculture — a multiculturally‐based technique that cuts energy use by 99% and
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can increase yields two‐ to sixfold — and the potential impact of vertical farming
— multi‐tiered organic agricultural spaces built in urban centers and yielding
crops year‐round.
Technology also helps when harvests must be processed on a large scale,
and in some cases, states meet that need by purchasing mobile
processing units — trucks taken to farms for on‐site
processing of raw goods. Processing performed so close to the
food source ensures freshness and saves farmers the cost of
Image of a
vertical farm.

outsourcing the job to secondary distribution units.
Vermont this year became one of the first states to

Source:
www.treehugger.com
/files/2005/06/vertical
farmin 1.php

invest in a mobile freezing unit capable of freezing up to 600

pounds of produce per minute. The unit will travel the state for use by farmers
free of charge in time for the 2008 harvest (Vermont Public Radio, 2008). In New
York, Nelson Farms provides a state‐licensed, one‐stop processing facility for
small‐scale food processors, farmers, growers, and producers. In conjunction
with Morrisville State College, the farm is working to establish a statewide
distribution center to help those groups get their products to market. The farm
also offers training programs and a country store featuring local products, and it
promotes Pride of New York on its website (Morrisville Auxiliary Corporation,
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2007). Investment in and promotion of such facilities could comprise an
important and useful element of state campaigns, vividly illustrating the
freshness benefits of local foods.
Also under the purview of state governments,
road signs can be and are used in some locations to

point the way to agricultural destinations
such as U‐pick farms. Many states also offer
an option for an official license plate — often

In Massachusetts, road signage and
an official license plate help
promote local agriculture.
Sources:
www.mass.gov/agr/markets/agritourism/signs.htm
www.mass.gov/agr/agtag/index.htm

called an “ag tag” — to promote regional
agricultural products. These artifacts
contribute to the programs’ goals to raise
awareness of local foods, as do other

promotional items — apparel, tote bags, and novelties, for example —
distributed at promotional events and occasionally offered for sale on the
campaigns’ websites.
Make the message more community‐oriented: Campaigns could also
enhance the fantasy by building knowledge of actual producers. For example,
rather than saying “buy from Joe the local farmer,” change the appeal to “buy
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from Joe, your neighbor.” Some campaigns (Alaska, Maryland, Michigan, New
York, and Washington) put a face on the grower by creating
and publishing producer profiles. While LGF research does not
evaluate this tool in terms of affecting purchasing behaviors, it
does contribute a dimension of ethos to the campaigns.
Connect the fantasy message with local heroes:
Likewise, some campaigns adopt “celebrity” spokespersons,
Profile of a
grower in
Washington
state.
Source:
www.heartofwash
ington.com/consu
mer/meetgrower.
html

such as Alabama with native Alabamans Deirdre Downs — a
former Miss America — and Ruben Studdard — former
“American Idol”; California with professional snowboarder
Shaun White and Governor Arnold Schwarzenegger; and

Minnesota with Olympian Carrie Tollefson. Other programs solicit
endorsements from state officials; the governors of Idaho, Maryland, and
Washington, for instance, appear in broadcast ads on the programs’ behalf.
Adding recognizable faces to the campaigns could boost LGF purchases if the
spokespersons chosen are perceived to possess expertise (Ohanian, 1991).
Change the fantasy message from a government‐owned fantasy to a
community‐owned fantasy: Finally, I suggest that partnerships consitute
potentially the most important addition to current state LFG promotions.
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Research indicates that although government has in the past been reluctant to
partner with industry, the benefits of doing so cannot be denied (McGinnis and
Meyers, 1999). Canadian officials name strong partnerships as the key to
developing marketing strategies related to culinary tourism (Hashimoto and
Telfer, 2006). Despite the advantages of more heirarchical information structures
in such applications, though, state LGF promotions largely operate in more
isolated capacities. Notable exceptions exist.
Alabama’s Farmers Market Authority has
partnered with FoodRoutes in a campaign
separate from the Buy Alabama’s Best promotion
(Alabama Farmers Market Authority, 2008).
Wisconsin’s Department of Agriculture, Trade,
and Consumer Protection partnered with 19 other
entities, including academic, non‐government,
regional, and industry groups and private
producers to establish Eat Local Wisconsin. Its

Olympic runner Carrie
Tollefson talks with celebrity
chef Andrew Zimmern — a
fellow Minnesotan — at a
farm market in their home
state. Tollefson officially
endorses the Minnesota
Grown program.
Source:
www.mda.state.mn.us/food/minnesota
grown/carriescorner.htm

one‐stop‐shop‐style website provides information on the state’s Eat Local
Challenge as well as background on the movement, related links, information
about home canning and other preservation methods, and a blog inviting public
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comment (Wisconsin Eat Local Challenge, 2008). Connecticut is one example of a
few states and regions that have established FarmLink, a consortium of groups
with the goal of keeping farmland in production throughout generations, and
linking those who wish to farm but have no land with those about to retire from
farming (Connecticut Department of Agriculture, 2006). Minnesota’s Department
of Agriculture uses its website to provide marketing and regulatory information
in conjunction with intrastate bodies such as the University of Wisconsin, the
Penn State Extension Service, and the Maine Federation of Farmers Markets,
among several others (Minnesota Department of Agriculture, 2007). All of these
represent examples of partnerships at work, but the state‐run Buy Local, Buy
Vermont campaign probably best illustrates the impact of partnerships.
The Vermont model
Vermont considers itself “proud to be a national leader in developing the market
for local foods” (State of Vermont, 2008). The Vermont Agency of Agriculture,
Food & Markets teamed with the state’s department of health to produce a
nutrition factsheet about 30 crops, from apples to zucchini, which it also makes
available as signage for use at direct or retail outlets. The state maintains a
Sustainable Agriculture Collaborative, to which the Agency of Agriculture
belongs. Vermont’s LGF campaign site provides numerous links to information
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about regional buy‐local groups and groups conducting local‐foods research, as
well as recipes, tips, and links to local food writing by local writers, among other
interests. The agency partnered with the Vermont Dairy Promotion Council, the
Vermont Sustainable Jobs Fund, the John Merck Fund, and the USDA to sponsor
the Vermont Fresh Network, with the stated purpose of encouraging farmers,
food producers, and chefs to work together to build partnerships.
While several states embrace some form of an “eat local” challenge,
Vermont Agriculture Secretary Roger Albee took that idea even further in 2008,
issuing a challenge to agriculture commissioners in all 50 states to spend a day
eating only local foods. The purpose of the challenge was twofold: to celebrate
the foods available in various regions, and to join the commissioners together as
a network to emphasize the national importance of strong local food systems.
Move the fantasy beyond the farm gate: Vermont’s campaign also
contains links to information about gardening and area community gardens — a
rarity for the state campaigns. Community gardens hold great promise for
fostering neighborly attitudes, making productive use of urban greenspace, and
improving neighborhood aesthetics and residents’ health, particularly in
depressed urban areas. (Armstrong, 2000; Twiss, Dickinson, Duma, Kleinman,
Paulsen, and Rilveria, 2003). Other information available through the Buy Local,
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Buy Vermont campaign addresses youth programs; conservation and consumer
groups; resources for female agribusiness owners; resources for those who farm
organically; shared‐use processing space for value‐added and specialty‐food
producers; and many other forms of planning and technical assistance.
Change the fantasy message from one that enhances local markets to
one that enhances lifestyles: In these regards, Vermont’s program provides a
model for creating and developing the networks I believe will be necessary for
state governments to fully join in the movement toward smaller‐scale food
systems through substantive campaigns of reform, as opposed to strictly
advancing their own economic markets through clever catchphrases and visually
compelling logos. While the tension between global markets and regional
systems will always exist, American states can, as Vermont shows, play an
important role in the pursuit of what appears to be a safer, more sustainable,
more socially connected middle ground. As Philip McMichael noted in The power
of food (2000), “for the majority of the worldʹs population, food is not just an item
of consumption, [but] it’s actually a way of life. It has deep material and
symbolic power. And because it embodies the links between nature, human
survival and health, culture, and livelihood, it will, and has already, become a
focus of contention and resistance to a corporate takeover of life itself.”
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Appendix A: Slogan/message chart

Economic advancement; identify & promote AL
products; has a charity tie & a connection to
FoodRoutes

Alabama

Alabama A+/
Buy Alabama’s Best

Alaska

Alaska Grown

Arizona

Arizona Grown

Make it easier to identify & purchase AZ products;
reduced fuel costs; food safety

Arkansas

Naturally Arkansas

Help buyers locate AR products

California

Be Californian,
Buy California Grown

See Case Study #1.

Colorado

Colorado Proud

Better for you, better for CO; pride; freshness;
economy; farmers

Connecticut

Connecticut Grown/
The Local Flavor

Delaware

Grown Fresh With Care
in Delaware

Challenge (five suggestions); optional survey (to
gather data); hits all high points: farmers,
economy, health, environment, community; solicits
“eat local” stories

Increase demand/sales; increase farms; diversify
crops/land use; educate consumer; has some of the
best posters among all programs; uses costumed
mascots as a marketing tool

Improve economy; freshness guarantee for
produce (must have been picked within 48 hours);
value
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Florida

Fresh From Florida

Georgia

Georgia Grown/
Bring Georgia Home

Identify/promote FL products; increase sales; boost
image; raise public awareness; extensive, attractive
campaign; includes myriad brochures, a jingle, a
“state chef,” & a sponsored racecar

Pride; integrity; quality; variety; dependability;
value

Freshness; quality; supporting farmers;
identify/promote ID products; endorsement by ID
first lady Lori Otter; slick, attractive site made with
Adobe Flash

Idaho

Idaho Preferred

Illinois

Illinois Product/
Where Fresh Is

Identify IL products; improve producer’s market
position; sell

Iowa

Choose Iowa

Promotes image/value of IA products, people, &
places

Kentucky

Kentucky Proud/
Nothing Else Is Close

Pride; quality (delicious, rich‐tasting, mouth‐
watering; “the best”); made with care; support
local economy; farm families

Maine

Get Real. Get Maine.

Encourage greater consumption of ME products;
highlight their abundance, appeal & value

Maryland

Maryland’s Best

Site serves as info‐packed reference, with maps,
news clips, & more; “the best” theme; endorsed by
Gov. Martin O’Malley & family; farm families;
environment; rural economy; increase local food
supply; preserve open spaces; includes challenge
unaffiliated w/FoodRoutes (“Our rural economy
keeps growing!”)
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Massachusetts

Massachusetts Grown ...
and Fresher!

Support, promote, & enhance viability of MA
products; help preserve open spaces for state’s
economy & environment; links to local/regional
“buy local” groups; promotes its state road signage
program & official “buy local” license plate

Consumer education; help shoppers identify &
purchase MI products; increase consumption;
messages tailored to each market area; food safety,
quality, taste, & freshness; support local economy;
strengthen family farms; preserve agricultural
heritage

Michigan

Select Michigan

Minnesota

Minnesota Grown/
Tastes 2,000 Miles
Fresher

One of the oldest programs; differentiate local
products from imports; pride; increased market
opportunities; endorsed by

Mississippi

Make Mine Mississippi

Promote commodities & farmers; heighten public
awareness through events, bulletins & other
communication tools; has a jingle

Missouri

AgriMissouri

Nebraska

Our Best to You

New Jersey

Jersey Fresh/
As Fresh as Fresh Gets

Provide marketing assistance & opportunities to
producers; connect consumers with MO ag
products & destinations; has companion blog,
AgriMissouri Showcase

Site itself contains next to nothing, but links to a
slick, glossy, 79‐page marketing report describing
the program model & market research data

One of the oldest programs & was used as model
for many that came later; site itself is fairly
standard; does not promote its own origin or
history; no dominant message; does promote
learning how to prepare fresh produce (w/hints)
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New Mexico

Taste the Tradition/
Grown With Tradition

Tradition; identify & promote NM products;
influence consumers’ purchasing decisions by
creating awareness of & loyalty to local products

New York

Pride of New York

See Case Study #2.

North Carolina

Gotta Be NC/
Goodness Grows in NC

Also uses Adobe Flash; packed with info; promotes
official “Goodness Grows” license plate &
MasterCard; uses unusual marketing tool “Big
Cart” — a giant‐size grocery cart taken to various
events to promote the program; also uses
costumed mascots

North Dakota

Pride of Dakota

Also among the oldest programs; pride; develop,
improve, & expand domestic & foreign markets
for ND products

Ohio

Ohio Proud

Pride; identify & promote OH products; No. 1
industry; boost economy; support local farmers;
public events (largest tossed salad, 8‐foot sundae,
corn‐eating contests); in‐store tastings; restaurant
promotions

Oklahoma

Oklahoma Grown

Pennsylvania

Pennsylvania Preferred/
Keep Pennsylvania
Growing

South Carolina

Certified SC Grown

Guaranteed consistence, quality; better than other
states; direct sales; health; selection

Help consumers identify & locate PA products;
quality; pride; food safety; keeping jobs in the
state; like CA, promotes nursery/lumber products;
comprehensive site; unusual feature: Healthy
Vending initiative in public schools, to stock
vending machines with local products

See Case Study #3.
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South Dakota

Tennessee

Texas

Utah

Vermont

South Dakota Flavor

Pick Tennessee/
Tennessee Farm Fresh

Go Texan/
Pick the Best, Pick Texas

Utah’s Own

Buy Local, Buy Vermont

Identify SD products; positive economic impact for
communities & state; takes a more admonishing
tone than most programs in dealing extensively
with issues of copyright misuse/misrepresentation

Freshest produce; support local & regional
community; very compartmentalized, but with one
of the best, most extensive, most beautifully
presented recipe collections of all programs

Probably the most quotable of the campaigns: “the
best”; “promotes the products, culture, &
communities that call Texas home”; “taps into
Lone Star loyalty”; “Texas farmers are tantalizing
our taste buds and delighting our eyes with
phenomenal produce and an incredible array of
vibrant, long‐lasting plants, trees and flowers — all
reflecting the passion and perfection achieved in
products that proudly wear the Go Texan logo”
(sumptuous language; pride; promoting nursery
items); beautiful & comprehensive campaign with
many elements

Charity tie; “Shop Utah, Buy Utah, Build Utah”;
builds UT economy & enhances UT environment;
“create a consumer culture of choosing Utah
products at grocery stores, restaurants” &
everywhere people shop; has a jingle

“Proud to be a national leader in developing the
market for local foods”; references FoodRoutes, &
provides a FR document in PDF form, representing
the ways the message is strengthened through
government/nonprofit partnerships. Also, VT leads
in partnering & function‐coordinating with other
agencies within the state’s government. See
Chapter 4 for more on this.
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Virginia

Washington

West Virginia

Wisconsin

Virginia Grown

“Making a green choice”; saving time, energy &
expense; freshness, flavor, & nutrition; direct
purchasing; health info; attractive poster
w/nutrition info; challenge by governor’s chef; lots
of links to outside sites on various topics.

From the Heart
of Washington/
Our Farms
to Your Table

Public awareness; increasing demand &
dependency; impact economy; improve quality of
life & environment; identify WA products; make a
difference in the future; quality; freshness; value;
one of the few campaigns to provide grower
profiles (AK, MI, & NY also do); also employs use
of costumed mascots; endorsed by governor in TV
commercial

West Virginia Grown

“Bringing the Agriculture of WV to the World”;
promoting WV products, economic development,
& farm operations

Something Special
From Wisconsin/
Savor Wisconsin/
Eat Local Wisconsin

SSFW: promote local producers, communities,
livelihood, & way of life; gift‐oriented.
SW/ELW: another standout partnering example;
contains a blog open to public comments. See
Chapter 4 for more info.
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Appendix B: Campaign logos
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Appendix C: Interview guide
CONTEXT
•
When was your state’s program introduced?
•
Who developed the program (i.e., was it a public/state or private/commercial entity), and how has
it changed/adapted over the years?
RATIONALE
•
What was the rationale behind the program’s development?
•
Why do you personally believe that having a program is important to your state?
REQUIREMENTS FOR PRODUCERS
•
What are the certification requirements? or Can you clarify whether this is your certification
requirement? (can probably get online in most cases)
•
What percentage of the farmers in your state would you estimate are registered with the program?
Is there a certain “type” or category of farmer who is more likely to register? If so, please explain.
GEOGRAPHIC TARGET
•
Was the program intended to target specific regions of the state? Or was it introduced in a
statewide “rollout” fashion? If there were target regions, please describe and briefly explain them.
TYPES OF MARKETS
•
What audiences are you trying to reach with your promotional materials?
•
What are the primary messages you want consumers to get?
•
What are the primary messages you want producers to get?
•
What are the primary messages you want markets (retail/wholesale/direct) to receive?
•
Beyond consumers (to buy products) and farmers (to register with the program), are your markets
segmented? If so, how? Are there different marketing strategies for different commodities, for
instance?
•
Is the marketing customizable in any fashion? For example, do different producers or regions have
discretion in how they tailor their own campaign? If so, how?
MEDIA AND CENTRAL MESSAGES
•
What are the primary media you use? Are there others not indicated on the program website?
•
Do you produce radio commercials to promote your program? Television commercials? Billboards?
If so what central messages are you trying to convey with each form of promotion? Which do you
think produces the best results? What kind of results? How do you know?
•
Do you offer program‐related products for consumer purchase, such as coffee mugs, apparel, etc.?
If so, in what ways are these items marketed to consumers? What is it you hope will be
accomplished by having these items available? Are there special places or events where you
distribute these?
•
What do you consider the key messages of your campaign, and how were they chosen? (possible
follow‐ups, if not already covered: For instance, was priority given to freshness of foods? To
promotion of tourism? To strengthening local economy?)
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Appendix D: Image analysis of state logos
Contains the word “grown”

AK, AZ, AR, CA, CT, DE,
GA, MA, MN, MT, NM,
IK, VA, WV

Contains reference to pride

CO, KY, NY, ND, OH

Contains reference to “better,” “best,”
“finest,” etc.

AL, CO, MD, NE, TX, VA

Contains reference to freshness

DE,L FL, IL, MA, NJ,
Foodroutes

Contains “preferred”

ID, PA

Contains a barn, tractor, silo, field, or other
rural imagery

CT, DE, GA, MA, MD,
MO, MT, NY, NC, OH,
TN, UT, WA, Foodroutes

Contains other buildings, monuments,
cityscape,
or other urban imagery

MO, NY

Contains mountain imagery

CO, ID, MT, WA, WV

Contains images of actual produce

IL, MD, ND, VA,
Foodroutes

Contains a checkmark – a reference to
government involvement

IA, PA, VA
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Appendix E: Agritourism — visitors welcome
Through LGF marketing programs, states promote the agricultural
products of their resident farmers. In addition, farmers are adding other business
enterprises on their properties. Tourists are a recently tapped direct market for
some farmers. Adding seasonal recreational activities such as a corn maze during
the Halloween season, or opening a restaurant and shopping center at the farm
are just two examples. As Veeck, Che, and Veeck (2006) note, 2007 would be the
first year the U.S. Census of Agriculture undertook to include a study of
agritourism in its research, and data from that census are due to be released in
February 2009. Although agritourism statistics are not yet in place, direct sales of
agricultural products to individuals stood at 5.5 percent of total agricultural sales
in the 2002 agricultural census, up from 4.5 percent in 1992. Promoting locally
grown foods through increased agritourism activity is considered an important
option for bolstering the economies of rural regions. Veeck et al. indicate that
marketing and promotional support is critical to agritourism endeavors. To date,
the marketing has largely been done by local, regional, and state departments of
commerce, although individual farmers also promote their own business
activities through local newspapers, billboards, and mailings.
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Che (2006) concludes that the Select Michigan branding program as it
relates to agritourism could have a number of benefits, including curbing urban
sprawl and retaining active farmland near population centers. The program
might also foster an integral link between land use, agriculture, and the
cultivation of “cool cities,” with which Governor Jennifer Granholm had been
concerned.
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Appendix F: State campaign URLs
Alabama:
agi.alabama.gov/aplus
Alaska:
www.alaskagrown.org/
Arizona:
www.azda.gov/Main/logo.htm
Arkansas:
www.naturallyarkansas.org/
California:
www.californiagrown.org/
Colorado:
www.colorado.gov/cs/Satellite/AgricultureMain/CDAG/1167928162081
Connecticut:
www.ct.gov/doag/cwp/view.asp?a=3260&q=398984
Delaware:
dda.delaware.gov/marketing/index.shtml
Florida:
www.florida‐agriculture.com/
Georgia:
agr.georgia.gov/00/channel_title/0,2094,38902732_90130200,00.html
Idaho:
www.idahopreferred.com/
Illinois:
www.agr.state.il.us/markets/farmers/
Iowa:
www.chooseiowa.com/
Kentucky:
www.kyagr.com/kyproud/index.htm
Maine:
www.getrealgetmaine.com/
Maryland:
www.marylandsbest.net/
Massachusetts: www.mass.gov/agr/markets/logos.htm
Michigan:
www.michigan.gov/mda/0,1607,7‐125‐1570‐‐‐,00.html
Minnesota:
www.mda.state.mn.us/food/minnesotagrown/
Mississippi:
www.mdac.state.ms.us/n_library/departments/marketing/index_marketing.html
Missouri:
www.agrimissouri.com/
Nebraska:
www.agr.state.ne.us/newsrel/march2006/new_logos.htm
New Jersey:
www.nj.gov/jerseyfresh/
Nw Mexico:
nmdaweb.nmsu.edu/marketing‐and‐economic‐development
New York:
www.agmkt.state.ny.us/AP/PrideOfNY/pride_index.html
North Carolina: www.ncagr.gov/markets/gginc/index.htm
North Dakota: www.prideofdakota.nd.gov/
Ohio:
www.ohioproud.org/
Oklahoma:
www.okgrown.com/
Pennsylvania: www.agriculture.state.pa.us/papreferred/site/default.asp
South Carolina: www.certifiedscgrown.com/
South Dakota: www.dakotaflavor.com/pdf/CRITERIA.pdf
Tennessee:
www.picktnproducts.org/
Texas:
www.gotexan.org/gt/jumppage/0,1486,1670_0_0_0,00.html
Utah:
utahsown.utah.gov/
Vermont:
www.vermontagriculture.com/buylocal/index.html
Virginia:
www.vdacs.virginia.gov/vagrown‐july/index.shtml
Washington:
www.heartofwashington.com/
West Virginia: www.wvagriculture.org/Foods_and_Things.htm
Wisconsin:
www.savorwisconsin.com/ss_search.asp
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1

The group is now known as the Alliance for Sustainability.
The goals of the California-based SARE center are improved access by all community members to an
adequate, nutritious diet; a stable base of family farms that create more direct links between farmers and
consumers; food- and agriculture-related businesses that created jobs and recirculate financial capital;
improved working conditions for farm and other food-system labor; and food and agriculture policies that
promote local food production, processing and consumption (Feenstra, 2002).
3
Slow Food is a non-profit, eco-gastronomic member-supported organization that was founded in 1989 to
counteract fast food and fast life, the disappearance of local food traditions and people’s dwindling interest
in the food they eat, where it comes from, how it tastes and how our food choices affect the rest of the
world (www.slowfood.com).
4
The Fresh from Florida car, a BMW M3, is handled by the Orlando-based Automatic Racing team
(Florida Department of Agriculture and Consumer Services).
5
Proponents of more regionalized food systems generally advocate more natural farming methods such as
grain-feeding livestock and reducing usage of hormones, antibiotics and other substances.
6
Wendell Berry is a conservationist, farmer, essayist, novelist, professor of English and poet. He was born
in 1934 in Henry County, Ky., where he now lives on a farm. The New York Times has called Berry the
“prophet of rural America” (University of Louisville Libraries, 2008).
7
Alice Waters was born in 1944 in Chatham, N.J. She is a California restaurateur and a strong advocate for
farmers’ markets and sustainable agriculture. In 1996 she created a foundation to help underwrite cultural
and educational programs such as the Edible Schoolyard, which teaches schoolchildren about the
transformative power of growing, cooking and sharing food (Chez Panisse, 2008).
8
Michael Pollan was born in 1955 and is an American author, columnist, activist, and professor of
journalism and director of the Knight Program in Science and Environmental Journalism at the University
of California at Berkeley (Wikipedia).
9
Agriculture in the Classroom is a grassroots program coordinated by the United States Department of
Agriculture. Its goal is to help students gain a greater awareness of the role of agriculture in the economy
and society, so that they may become citizens who support wise agricultural policies (Agriculture in the
Classroom).
10
Farm-to-School programs connect schools with local farms with the objectives of serving healthy meals
in school cafeterias, improving student nutrition, providing health and nutrition education opportunities that
will last a lifetime, and supporting local small farmers (Farm to School).
2
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